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St. Louis, MO 
Lost 965 square miles to urban development 

1972 1999 



Guiding Criteria 

• Provide results that improve conservation 
outcomes  

• Products useful for local and regional planning 

• Products easily understood and up-dated 

• Requires enhanced mapping of current 
vegetation, followed by ranking (regional, 
project-level, wetlands) and use by multiple 
partners 

 



Final Mapped Current 
Vegetation Types 

(60 classes) 

Classify  Land Cover 
(13 classes)  

Abiotic Site Types 
(Potential Vegetation)  

SSURGO Soil Groups 
Solar Insolation, %Slope 

Land Position 
Hydrology 

Satellite TM Data for 3 Dates (30 m) 
Environmental Variables 

NAIP Photos for “objects” (2-6 m)” 

Modeling: Assign final mapped vegetation 
from land cover and abiotic site type 



6 m object-based classification 30 m pixel-based classification 







Land Cover and Ancillary Data 
Applied to Image Objects to Map 

60 Current Vegetation Types 
Land Cover 

ELT’s 

“Wettest” 
Areas 



Current Vegetation 
Classes for 

Victoria Glades Area: 
  

-13 land cover types 
-60 current mapped  
   vegetation types 





Ranking Algorithms 

• Regional: attributes by natural & semi-natural 
vegetation patches 
– Patch size, community type composition, rare species 

occurrence,  public lands, GAP predicted species 
diversity 

• Project-level: attributes by community type 
patches 
– Community type importance, regional significance, 

rare species, public lands, roads 

• Wetlands – similar to project-level attributes 
 



Regional Ecological Significance 



 

Project- level Ecological 
Significance 



Wetland Mitigation & Restoration Ranks 

• Ranked all areas over bottomland soils 

• Cropland, barren or sparsely vegetation land  
ranked for restoration 

• Other extant vegetation ranked for mitigation 

 



Wetland Mitigation Model 

• Wetland Community Importance Rank (from 1 to 7) 

• Project-level Significance (+1 if ranked 9 within the project-

level significance datalayer) 

• Public Lands (+2 if <50 m from public lands; +1 if <100 m but 

>50 m from public lands) 

• Water (+1 if touching water) 

• Roads and Urban land cover (-1 if touching a road buffer or 

urban land cover) 





 



Mitigation Area by Rank 
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Wetland Restoration Ranking (does not 

include extant vegetation) 
• Public Lands  

– +2 if <100 m from public lands 

– +1 if <500 m but >100 m from public lands 

• Proximity to Extant Wetlands 

– +2 if <100 m from extant wetlands 

– +1 if < 500 m but >100 m 

• Proximity to Water (+1 if touching water) 

• Proximity to Roads and Urban Areas 

– -1 if touching a road buffer  

– -1 if within 100 m of urban 





Distribution of wetland restoration 
scores from lowest (-1) to highest (5) 
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Wetland Mitigation Potential 



 

Wetland Restoration Potential 



Limitations of Wetland Scoring 

• Lack of information on hydrologic regime 

• Lack of fine-resolution elevation data 

• Lack of information on vegetation 

composition, height and density 

• New LiDAR data helps 



diamondd@missouri.edu 


